The White-faced Whistling-Duck now has a disjunct COOKE, R. G. 198 1. Los habitos alimentarios de 10s indistribution in the Neotrooics (Blake 1977). In Panama it dlgenas precolombinos de Panam& Rev. MM. Panhas not been reported since the' 1 94Os, and the few records ar& 6 (i):65-89. from before this date are from east of the Canal (MCndez COOKE, R. G. All nestlings (n = 297) and some adult bluebirds (n = 11) found in boxes were banded with USFWS aluminum and RESULTS I observed bluebirds defending boxes against conspecifics 57 times over the four post-breeding periods. Box defense typically consisted of a bird perching on or beside a box, interrupted by short "rushing" flights toward approaching or nearby bluebirds. Such flights usually caused the intruder to halt and/or move away, after which the defender returned to its perch. All defenders (n = 41) were immature birds that had fledged from boxes during the previous breeding period. Twenty of these birds were known to be males (Table 1) . Defenders of unknown sex either had not been sexed as nestlings or were not observed closely enough to confidently determine sex. Box defense was seen only within or adjacent to the defender' s natal territory but the boxes from which the birds had fledged were not defended.
STUDY PLOTS AND METHODS
As part of a study of the population biology of Western Bluebirds and other secondary cavity-nesters, I installed 60 nest boxes on each of three study plots, 40-60 km south of Flagstaff, Arizona, in ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) forests. Western Bluebirds were common on the plots; during four breeding seasons, from 1980 through 1983, I inspected all boxes for nests (see Brawn and Balda 1983). All nestlings (n = 297) and some adult bluebirds (n = 11) found in boxes were banded with USFWS aluminum and RESULTS I observed bluebirds defending boxes against conspecifics 57 times over the four post-breeding periods. Box defense typically consisted of a bird perching on or beside a box, interrupted by short "rushing" flights toward approaching or nearby bluebirds. Such flights usually caused the intruder to halt and/or move away, after which the defender returned to its perch. All defenders (n = 41) were immature birds that had fledged from boxes during the previous breeding period. Twenty of these birds were known to be males (Table 1) . Defenders of unknown sex either had not been sexed as nestlings or were not observed closely enough to confidently determine sex. Box defense was seen only within or adjacent to the defender' s natal territory but the boxes from which the birds had fledged were not defended.
Defenders acted against both immature (n = 37) and adult (n = 20) bluebirds. I did not see the bluebirds defend the boxes against siblings or parents. Thirty-two of the immature intruders were unbanded and therefore foreign to the study plots. I intensively searched for nests on all plots during each of the breeding seasons and did not find any bluebird nests in natural cavities. Of the four immature intruders that were reliably sexed, all were males. All adult intruders were unbanded males that were probably either migrants travelling through the plots, birds that had moved onto the plots from surrounding areas, or nonparental adults that had bred on the plots.
DISCUSSION
The behavior described here is unusual because I did not find bluebirds roosting in boxes during late summer and fall. Therefore. the birds were defending boxes although they were not ;sing them at the time. BGx defense could serve to decrease future competition for nest sites by reducing the number of potential competitors that imprint The latter hypothesis is, circumstantially, opposed by observation that overt aggressive behavior did not occur away from boxes. In addition, the hypothesis could not account for the aforementioned behavior of Purple Martins since it was second-year males that defended against immature birds.
A third, albeit speculative, explanation for box defense is that it may represent a method by which males prepare 
